BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are reproduced below.
GENERAL COMMENTS
I have elaborated any NO answer of the checklist, and also made other suggestions highlighted on the file attached (manuscript) 2-Abstract (as the paper) needs an idiomatic review. Objective on abstract and manuscript should be alike; they are not: "to identify the factors that may explain these differences" does not appear in the manuscript´s objective. CD000143. However a statment like this could help: °Ethical approval: Not required" 6-Main outcomes and measures are only stated in the abstract nor in the manuscript. Besides, on the abstract appears as this: neurodevelopment outcomes specially CP, but last one is the only one assesed. Definitely outcomes, as other variables studied, were not clearly defined. 8-For example 1st refference is unappropiate. It is better elaborated on the file attached. Many sentences in the manuscript are not acurately referenced 15-Despite English is not my native language, I have noticed several mistakes so a critical idiomatic review must be performed.
The authors have performed a mostly well conducted meta-analysis with difficult sources of evidence and results are interpreted appropriately. I have a few minor comments for the attention of the authors.
Page 4, line 31: "Some studies defined as oxygen dependency at 36 weeks post-menstrual age (PMA), yet, others defined as 28 or more days duration of oxygen dependency during hospitalization." Perhaps I am missing something here as I am not a clinical expert but leading on from the previous paragraphs, I do not understand oxygen dependency relates to BPD?
Page 4, line 42-52: "A number of studies have … any other studies showed a significant association between BPD and CP." I'm not following this paragraph -does this mean that individual studies have shown different results and used different definitions?
Page 5, Inclusion / Exclusion Criteria: Criteria 4 -were studies also included if data were reported that could have allowed RRs / ORs to be calculated (e.g. number of cases of BPD events and total number of children with CP)? Related comment on Figure 1 -14 studies were excluded for 'unusable data,' could the authors expand on this? Which data were published which were unusable?
Page 6, Data extraction: Please clarify that 'Primary outcome' here refers to the 'primary' outcome of this meta-analysis (i.e. the association between BPD and risk of CP), which I assume may not have been the specified primary outcome of the original study? Also I note that no outcomes are explicitly defined for this meta-analysis. I suggest adding a brief section on this to the methods for complete clarity.
Page 6, Statistical Analysis: "We performed sensitivity analyses by omitting one study at a time." I do not recommend this type of sensitivity analysis. Such an analysis is highly selective and will penalize studies of large sample sizes. Any exclusions should be made for clearly justified reasons (e.g. studies are of low quality or have a lot of missing data) to examine whether any problems with included studies could have influenced the overall meta-analysis results. I suggest removing all references to this sensitivity analysis (I note that results were consistent anyway).
Page 7-8, Results: Please also make reference to the high levels of heterogeneity present within the analyses in the main text and the OR quoted in the abstract to aid interpretations (e.g. quote I-squared statistics after odds ratios). Page 10, line 40: "Second, the study used stratified analysis to explore the heterogeneity source, yet, we failed to identify the source of heterogeneity." I think the authors are being harsh on themselves here. I'm not entirely sure what the authors mean by 'failing' to find the sourcelooking at Table 2 and Figure 2 I'd certainly say that the Definition of BPD seems to be a major source of heterogeneity and within some of these sub-categories the results seem more consistent. As the authors state in the previous paragraph, there is inherent bias and likely heterogeneity (including unknown sources of heterogeneity) associated with observational studies so I think the authors have done all they can and interpreted their results appropriately -i.e. that there appears to be an association but the size of the association is unknown due to the heterogeneity. No 'failure' here in my view. Supplementary information files 1-4: Please refer to these Supplementary files in the appropriate sections of the main paper. Reviewer #4 General comments I have provided a statistical review of the manuscript "The association between bronchopulmonary dysplasia and cerebral palsy in children: A meta-analysis."
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE

Response to Reviewers
The authors have performed a mostly well conducted meta-analysis with difficult sources of evidence and results are interpreted appropriately. I have a few minor comments for the attention of the authors. 
Minor comments
studies are of low quality or have a lot of missing data) to examine whether any problems with included studies could have influenced the overall meta-analysis results. I suggest removing all references to this sensitivity analysis (I note that results were consistent anyway).
Response: Thanks for your suggestion and we have removed the sensitivity analysis.
Question 7: Page 7-8, Results: Please also make reference to the high levels of heterogeneity present within the analyses in the main text and the OR quoted in the abstract to aid interpretations (e.g. quote I-squared statistics after odds ratios).
Response: Thank you for your suggestion. We have added the I-squared statistics after ORs (Page 9, line 19-22, Page 10, line 1-5, colored blue). (ORs, 2.29; 95%CI, 1.5, 3.49; vs ORs, 2.01; 1.43, 2.83") .
Question 8: Page 8: "The summary ORs calculated from adjusted gestational age was not significant smaller than that derived from unadjusted estimates
Response: Thanks for your valuable suggestion and we have revised it (Page 10, line 11-13, colored blue). 
GENERAL COMMENTS
The authors have thoughtfully and thoroughly addressed all comments and suggestions and I recommend this manuscript for publication. 
REVIEWER
Minor comments
Question 1: I note that if the number of cases of BPD events and the number of children with CP were published within the paper then this would mean that the RR and OR could be calculated, so this data would not be "unusable". Did the authors exclude any data that could have been used?
Original comment, Question 3: Page 5, Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria: Criteria 4 -were studies also included if data were reported that could have allowed RRs/ORs to be calculated (e.g. number of cases of BPD events and total number of children with CP)?
